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Introduction
The recent phylogenetic study by Baloch and co-workers (Baloch et al. 2010) showed that the type species of Belonia and Pachyphiale are nested within Gyalecta. Based on these results, Baloch et al. (2010) suggested that Belonia and Pachyphiale should be synonymized with Gyalecta, but the authors did not provide formal new combinations. Here we provide the necessary new combinations for currently accepted species of Belonia and Pachyphiale that lack valid names in Gyalecta.
Former Belonia species
Belonia Kö rb. is a group of Trentepohliacontaining crustose lichens with perithecioid apothecia and needle-shaped, multi-septate spores. In the phylogeny presented by Baloch et al. (2010) , the two Belonia species included [the type species of Belonia, B. russula, and B. herculina (as B. herculana)], do not form a monophyletic group, but both were nested within Gyalecta. Based on these findings, we here suggest new combinations for the species currently placed in Belonia. The nomenclature of this lichen has been rather confused. The earliest name was published as Segestrella herculina Rehm., in Lojka (1876) . The type locality (''on bark of a beech at lower elevation of Mt Domugled'', translated from Hungarian) corresponds to Mt Domogled in present-day Romania, and ''herculina'' implicitly refers to the Hercules Thermes spa on the lower southern slope of this mountain. Lojka expected a more detailed description by Rehm that never appeared, but it is clear that the original description was by Rehm (Lojka 1885) . Verrucaria hungarica Nyl. in litt. was mentioned in the original diagnosis, but never published. Later, Lojka (1885) gives more detail on the original material, all of which is consistent with the original brief diagnosis. The material was collected by Lojka in 1872 and, according to Lojka (1885) , given the collection number 1048. It was also distributed in the Lojka, Lich. Regn. Hung. Exs. as number 115. There are two samples annotated as types in hb. Rehm (which is housed in S), one annotated Lojka 1048 and one Lojka 1049. We designate the sample Lojka 1048 from hb. Rehm in S as lectotype of Segestrella herculina Rehm.
Belonia herculana Hazsl. (Haszlinsky 1878) was described separately, but it is based on part of the same original material as Segestrella herculina Rehm. Lojka (1885) comments on the fact that Hazslinsky attributes the type of Belonia herculana to two collectors: ''Vicenze Borbás was mentioned as collector, too -it is just because during the excursion in autumn 1872 he was asking for a specimen and I cut a piece of bark for him. . .'' (translated from Hungarian). The sample studied by Hazslinsky should be housed in Budapest (hb. BP), as BP bought Hazslinsky's herbarium after his death, but no material could be located there. A number of Belonia specimens were, however, out on loan and destroyed during World War II, according to a shipping list from 1944 preserved at BP (E. Farkas & L. Lökös, in litt.). We assume that the type of Belonia herculana was among the samples destroyed. As it is clear that Hazslinsky based his description on one of the many pieces collected by Lojka during his excursion to Mt Domogled (all probably to be considered syntypes of Segestrella herculina), we neotypify Belonia herculana Hazsl. on the same sample in S from hb. Rehm as the lectotype of Segestrella herculina Rehm., to automatically make the names synonyms and Belonia herculana Hazsl. superfluous. This species is commonly cited as ''ex'' rather than ''in'', but it is clear from the text in Fries' paper (Fries 1865 ) that the intention of Fries and Graewe was to describe this species together, based on material collected by Graewe. Gyalecta nidarosiensis (Kindt) Baloch & Lü cking comb. nov.
MycoBank No.: MB 803309
The citation of this species has been confusing in the literature. The name was first published in Kö rber's exsiccate Lichenes Selecti Germaniae no. 79 (Kö rber 1856), but without a valid description and diagnosis. Nylander (1857) then provided a description and has to be considered the validating author. Yet, both Kö rber (1863) and Garovaglio (1873) subsequently intended to publish the species validly, Garovaglio (1873) apparently having overlooked Körber's (1863) treatment in his Parerga. In the latter, Körber (1863: 322) dismissed Nylander's (1857: 322) view and description of the species, stating that ''Nylander konnte keinen schlagenderen Beweis für die bodenlose Oberflächlichkeit seiner Untersuchungen geben, als diesen Nonsens! '' [Nylander could not give a clearer proof of the bottomless superficiality of his research than this nonsense, translated from German]. Nylander (1857) had stated that the species lacks paraphyses and that because of its widened epithecium was related to Gyalecta. So while both Kö rber (1863) and Nylander (1857) were right and wrong with regard to particular details of the species, Nylander's (1857) first published description, even if rudimentary, must be considered a validation of the name Belonia russula, thus taking the credit from Kö rber (1856, 1863) who had collected and thoroughly studied the taxon. Adding to the confusion is that Rabenhorst (1867) published an edited version of a work by Garovaglio, who had offered validation of both the genus and the species name, with Kö rber as sole author, but Garovaglio's original work was not published until six years later (Garovaglio 1873 Former Pachyphiale species Pachyphiale Lö nnr. has traditionally been used for Gyalecta-like lichens with multispored asci (Vezda 1958 (Vezda , 1969 . Baloch et al. (2010) included the type species, Pachyphiale fagicola, in their phylogeny, which was nested in Gyalecta, suggesting that ascospore number cannot be used as a genus-level character. For two Pachyphiale species to be treated in Gyalecta, valid names in Gyalecta are already available: Gyalecta carneola (Ach.) Hellb. (Kalb 2007) . Pachyphiale arbuti (Bagl.) Arnold, P. gyalizella (Nyl.) S. Ekman, P. himalayensis Vězda & Poelt, and P. ophiospora Lettau, appear to be good species (Vězda 1958; Poelt 1969; Vězda & Poelt 1975; Clauzade & Roux 1985; Ekman 1996) and are recombined in Gyalecta below. The status of P. lojkana (Nyl.) Keissl. is unclear; Vězda (1958) included it in Pachyphiale following Keissler (1933) , although the black ascomata and cyanobacterial photobiont do not agree with typical species of Pachyphiale or Gyalecta; Vězda (1968) , Poelt (1969) and Clauzade & Roux (1985) retained the species in Thelopsis. We believe that this taxon requires a separate phylogenetic study to clarify its relationships. Pachyphiale lecanorina J. Steiner, described from Portugal (Steiner 1918) , has never again been mentioned in the literature (Vězda 1958; Poelt 1969; Clauzade & Roux 1985) and the name does not appear in any checklist; its taxonomic status is unknown. typus).
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